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Executive summary

Rationale

This evaluation of LIWP was commissioned by CARE, the oversight consultant for the programme, in the hope that its findings will inform the design of future labour intensive works programmes in Afghanistan and in other transition countries. It was not primarily a technical evaluation but one that looked at broader policy and implementation issues, and as such some of the lessons may also be applicable to other programmes. 

Findings

The LIWP as it was finally rolled out was a product of extensive discussions between the government of Afghanistan (mainly MRRD), the AACA, the World Bank, the oversight consultant (OC) CARE and the Afghan NGO AREA, which was asked by the World Bank to be the lead agency and was a partner with CARE for the first phase of the programme.   

LIWP was generally welcomed both by communities and local authorities. It was seen by local government officials as having political importance, in that the government was seen to be bringing some benefits to people. However, it did run into serious delays, which not only resulted in what should have been an 8 month programme becoming extended over 21 months, but also led to a situation where some of the labourers - the very people that the programme was designed to benefit - had still not been paid months after projects were completed. 

The final proposal, though less ambitious than the initial one produced by the World Bank, was still too complex for the operating conditions in the county.  The key lesson of this evaluation is that while there were multiple causes for these delays, some of which were taken on board by those working on the NEEP programme, one problem that cannot be designed away is the continuing lack of capacity at all levels. This has major implications for other similar programmes, which remain too ambitious for the current operating conditions.  

In addition to capacity issues, the problems encountered by LIWP resulted from problems with the set of assumptions that underlay the programme and from conflicting objectives within its design. In brief, these issues are as follows:

The labour market 

The assumption that there would be a ‘considerable’ demand for the employment created by LIWP might well have been correct had the programme run according to the original time frame. However with all the delays it ran into a more complex labour situation, with considerable demand for employment at certain times of the year and in certain parts of the country. This primarily stems from the seasonal nature of the employment market in Afghanistan – in the winter there is no work while during the harvest there is a labour shortage in many areas. Harvest-time demand was not only due to poppy – though this had by far the biggest impact on rural wages – but was also due to the recovery of licit agriculture. The result was that most LIWP projects had difficulties recruiting labour in the harvest season. There was also an upsurge in construction in some parts of the country, which drove up wages. 

The other labour market issues that were noted as criteria for selection
 were areas of poppy growing density ‘with significant impact to reduce the number of labourers working on poppy fields’ and areas of ‘out-migration’. These were also often mentioned in the course of interviews as important reasons for LIWP. But neither the wage rates nor the length of work being offered under LIWP were sufficient to have any impact on poppy growing, nor were they enough to make much difference to migration patterns. With respect to poppy the key issue is that the wage rates are simply not competitive nor should they try to be, that would not solve the problem but would only pull in labour from elsewhere. For migration, it is rather that the length of work being offered is not long enough; most people said at least 3 or 4 months work would be necessary if they were to avoid having to leave home to seek work. However, despite the fact that many villagers express the desire to remain at home, it is debatable how far it is possible to reverse the trend of migration to the cities of Afghanistan or to neighbouring countries, the resources needed would be enormous and would not be sustainable. It was also believed by most of those interviewed that work being offered under LIWP was not of sufficient duration to make any difference regarding the choices people made in relation to giving up the use of weapons.

In relation to skilled labour, however, the trend worked in reverse in some places, with parts of the south (and Kabul) importing skilled labour from Pakistan. While this was partly because of lack of skilled Afghans, but also because Pakistani workers were prepared to accept significantly lower daily rates, often working for half the amount demanded by Afghans.

Multiple and conflicting objectives

The programme suffered from having a multiplicity of objectives, many of which were either in direct conflict, or at least in tension, with each other. 

A key problem was that the (very reasonable) desire for government ownership conflicted with the wish for a quick delivery programme. In mid 2002, when LIPW was scheduled to begin, there was almost no capacity in the government to handle any kind of programme, and certainly not a complex, multi-stakeholder one.  If the government and its donors had wanted a quick programme they should have contracted it out to a responsible agency; while using the time gained to build up some institutional capacity in the ministries. If they wanted to prioritise government ownership they should have planned over a longer time frame, recognizing the impossibility of moving quickly. Trying to do both at once gave rise to a succession of delays that fed into each other, greatly reducing the effectiveness of the programme and leading to frustration and broken promises. 

There was also a considerable tension between the objective of building rural infrastructure and that of social protection. While the two are not entirely incompatible, neither are they completely reconcilable. Each places a different emphasis on programme design, and unless the government decides which is its primary and which its secondary objective that decision will be made by default by others.  

Targeting

Despite agreed criteria, in practice the targeting of LIWP was unclear both between and within provinces. Not all provinces are poor, though all provinces have poor people. Nor is the definition of a poor province clear – is it one with few resources, or one with many poor people? If the government is to fulfill its social protection objectives it has to be good at targeting both within and between geographical areas.  There may, of course, be other reasons for doing LIPW programmes, including building rural infrastructure, trying to combat poppy production, and building the legitimacy of government, all of which could have an element of targeting vulnerable people as a secondary objective.   

Communities often found it difficult to target, preferring to avoid conflict by sharing the work out between many people. The relatively low wage rate only acted to a limited extent as a self-targeting mechanism - in harvest time no one wanted the work, in the slack season almost everyone did. Building roads was also found to have to have limitations as a strategy for targeting the poor because most of the inhabitants of the poorest villages could not get to the road to labour. The only IP to overcome this was Madera, which set up camps close to the work site. The inability to reach remote villages did not matter too much with LIWP as other programmes were undertaking more local projects that could fill this gap. It will matter as these programmes become reduced and NEEP takes over as a more comprehensive strategy. 

Community priorities: schools and irrigation

Priorites for the communities spoken to in the course of this work were almost always schools and irrigation. A school building is not, of course, education, and this highlights the limits of what a single ministry can do in responding to need.  Unless irrigation is substantially improved to bring more land under agriculture the viability of some villages is questionable, many appeared to be surviving largely through a variety of assistance programmes. Increasing the priority given to this area could certainly help the sustainability of rural livelihoods in some areas, but small scale irrigation projects are labour intensive for IPs, and thus more costly.

Capacity issues

Although capacity problems are often referred to in relation to the government, this evaluation found capacity constraints in all agencies involved. The World Bank lacked knowledge of working in the country, while both the IPs and the oversight consultant were overstretched. In particular, there was (and continues to be) a shortage of qualified and experienced engineers in Afghanistan, which led to an overheating of labour market and meant that many agencies had difficulty recruiting and retaining skilled staff. This in turn affected the quality of work.

The shortage of engineers was particularly a problem for MRRD, which in some provinces suffered from an acute lack of capacity. A number of MRRD provincial departments involved in LIWP had no professionally qualified staff and some provinces, for example Zabul and Ghor, didn’t really have a department at all. MRRD also suffered lack of capacity at the centre, as did the Ministry of Finance and da Afghanistan Bank. Although there has been some improvement since LIWP the capacity problems remain, especially at provincial level. Welcome though they are the reforms to civil service structure will not solve this; as long as there remains a shortage of qualified and experienced personnel and at the same time a non-government sector (private firms, NGOs, IFIs and donor governments) that are prepared to bid ever upwards to attract the staff they need this will remain a problem. It will be felt most acutely by government departments, but it will also continue to affect NGOs and the smaller private companies. This problem can only be remedied in the medium to long term as more staff come on to the market, in the short term it has to be factored in to programme design.

Recommendations
These are of two types: the first relates to the setting up of programmes in the early stages of a transition; the second to future programmes undertaken in Afghanistan under the NEEP. While it is recognized that many things have moved on since LIWP was set up, the essential problem of lack of capacity remains. Some of these lessons have already been taken on board in NEEP, but are still stated for sake of completeness. Some may also appear extremely obvious, but they very fact that they were not taken on board means they are worth spelling out.

To agencies involved in early programming in transition situations

· In designing programmes in countries where the donor or other agency does not have in-country programming experience, it is important to draw from the beginning on organisations that have extensive programming experience in the country. 

· It is also important to make an accurate assessment of capacity, both of the government and of any other organisations expected to deliver.

· If government capacity is low then it is important to chose between quick delivery and government ownership in that first phase of programming. Attempting to do both only results in delays, frustrations and broken promises.

· If corners are cut in the interests of speed then there must be flexibility to fine tune the programme later.

· Programmes need to be designed in a gender aware manner. This should be built into TORs in the same way as other technical requirements. Monitoring should include the need to provide gender-disaggregated information.  

To MRRD and other government departments involved in NEEP

Overall  

· The infrastructure objectives of NEEP and its social protection objectives need to be separated out. One single strategy cannot achieve both.

· Given the scale of works required, one oversight consultant cannot deliver to both objectives across the country. It is therefore recommended that while UNOPS remain the OC for the rural infrastructure objective, undertaking responsibility for all roads and for any medium or large scale irrigation, the social protection objective would best be met by a consortium of NGOs, each taking responsibility for a different region of the country. 

· Clinic and school building should be undertaken as part of the work of the mainline ministries, not through NEEP.

· MRRD needs to negotiate with other ministries and competent organisations to develop a coherent plan for upgrading the skills of Afghanistan’s engineers, not just in its own ministry but more widely. While there are various capacity building initiatives underway, these are not sufficient to substantially increase the pool of qualified and skilled people. 

· Gender issues need to be much more explicitly factored into programme design if women are to benefit from these programmes.

· The level of delegation of management responsibilities to the OC needs to be much clearer; and once agreed needs to be adhered to, IPs should not be allowed to shortcut to the concerned ministry.

· The continuing lack of capacity of MRRD in many provinces means that systems need to be simplified in order to avoid delays. It also means that reforms should be introduced in a phased way. Lessons learned from other countries in transition also show that sequencing and pace of reform are crucial.  

Rural infrastructure

· NGOs are not, in general, the best organisations at building roads or larger irrigation schemes and their energies would be better directed elsewhere.

· Nor is a proposal-based system the best way of delivering roads and larger scale irrigation works, which in the long-term are better done through a tendering approach. 
· However, given the slowness in establishing a regulatory framework in Afghanistan, allied to the problems of capacity at a local level, moves towards competitive bidding should be introduced in a phased way in order to reduce problems of corruption and of inefficiency. Experience to date shows that even in a province like Bamiyan, hardly the most remote, many organisations are not capable of putting in a proper tender – and many small private firms are only old NGOs under a new name.
· Within rural infrastructure projects social protection objectives (though still important) should be secondary to building sustainable infrastructure. 
Social protection 

· The social protection objective will require different kinds of projects and different agencies to the infrastructure objectives. 

· Meeting this objective will require greater prioritization of irrigation and other water related projects (for both drinking and agricultural use). Small scale projects near to villages will both help target work to the most vulnerable, including those in remote villages, as well as build up long term sustainability – though the later will in some areas also require investment in medium and large scale works. 

· The most effective way to target is by geographic area, at the sub district level. The effectiveness of targeting within a community will depend on the community structures and power relations operating.  IPs should continue to engage in a debate with community leaders on the importance of reaching the most vulnerable, but individual beneficiary selection by IPs is probably not worth the time involved as social processes will always find ways of reasserting themselves.

· The detailed work needed for small-scale projects and for engagement with communities is best be done by NGOs who know the areas concerned and by a conventional proposal approach, not through competitive bidding or the private sector. As noted under overall objectives, the oversight consultant role would best be played by NGOs. 

· Work on any scheme needs to be planned to fall outside the harvest season, and in some areas also outside the planting season. It is not possible to compete with the wage rates offered by poppy farming, and it makes no sense to take labour away from licit agriculture. 

· If there are major humanitarian needs, either due to further drought conditions or other reasons, it will be important to have a coordinated strategy involving both NEEP and other major players, such as ECHO, as NEEP alone will be unable to meet the needs. 

1. Background and Rationale for Evaluation

CARE undertook to be the oversight consultant on the LIWP both because it wanted to support the transition in Afghanistan and because it wanted to contribute to learning on how to best run future labour intensive works programmes. This evaluation was the logical outcome of that initial rationale. It is not a technical evaluation, the consultant is not an engineer (though she was accompanied on project visits by experienced CARE engineers who could inform her about the technical quality of the IPs’ work) but was rather chosen for her knowledge of Afghanistan and other transition situations and her experience with community based labour intensive programmes.  It is hoped that the evaluation will contribute to a debate on policy and to the design of future programmes.   

2. Programme Design

2.1 Design of the initial programme  

The LIWP was initially conceived of as part of the World Bank Transitional Support Strategy (TSS), with the aim of:

· Developing partnerships between the Afghan state, the Assistance Community and the rural communities of Afghanistan;

· Developing coordination mechanisms, processes and structures;

· Establishing unified approaches to Afghanistan’s reconstruction and development

The programme, which was for US$20m, was be implemented through MRRD and MoPW and was ‘specifically designed to upgrade and rehabilitate rural infrastructure in 12 provinces, where population densities and unemployment are high and demand for work is expected to be considerable.’
 The aim was to have it up and running quickly in order to bring rapid relief to vulnerable families. The programme was later divided into two: one part (worth US$ 5m) to be implemented through MRRD, which then asked CARE to be the oversight consultant; and one part through MoPW, with UNOPS as the oversight consultant. This evaluation only relates to the former.

The initial programme was split into two phases, the preparation of manuals and the implementation phase. AREA was requested by the World Bank to prepare the manuals and they came to CARE for assistance in this. Thus in the first stage, the design of the manuals, CARE and AREA were partners. It was not envisaged that it would necessarily be the same consultant that undertook both phases, although in the end CARE was also engaged as the oversight consultant the second, the implementation, phase. AREA did not continue as an oversight consultant although it did continue to be involved in the programme as an implementing partner. This spilt into two phases led to complications and wastage of effort, as they could not really be considered separately - for the design of the manuals needed to be linked to the design of the programme. The manuals were designed as guides for stakeholders (including the ministries, the umbrella consultant and regional umbrella consultant, and even communities), but work on them was ongoing at the same time as discussions on the shape of the second phase, and in the end they became irrelevant because they were designed for a different project than the one that eventually emerged.

There were major problems with the initial programme design, which resulted in a long, and at times difficult, process of negotiation between CARE, AREA, AACA and the World Bank, which eventually led to a revised programme. Reading the project documentation, the original programme appeared to be based on a number of assumptions:

· that Afghanistan was now at peace, and therefore there were no security issues that would seriously affect programme delivery;

· that community structures existed in all parts of the country that could be used to deliver programmes at a local level;

· that there was a year-round demand for unskilled jobs

· and that the country either had the systems and human resources to quickly implement a complex, multi agency programme that would empower government, or that these could rapidly be brought into being. 

There were problems with all of these. Despite the signing of the Bonn Agreement, Afghanistan was not really at peace but was rather suffering from unresolved conflicts at two levels: the continuing war between al-Qa'eda and the coalition; and the factional warfare between groups who were theoretically part of the new administration. Both of these affected the programming environment and caused changes and delays to implementation. Meanwhile, community structures had been greatly affected by the war and in many parts of the country remained under the control of armed factions
. At the same time, the da Afghanistan Bank was hardly functioning and certainly did not have provincial branches able to make project payments, while the Ministry of Finance and of Rehabilitation and Rural Development  - the two key government partners in this programme – had little in the way of equipment or staff and their systems were no longer functioning. It was only after the Emergency Loya Jirga, held in June 2002, that things began to change and the ministries began to attract the staff and resources necessary to run such programmes.  

The original project design thus seemed based on a capacity that simply did not exist. Even now, in 2004, many provincial departments still do not have any qualified staff. There seems to have been a similar over-estimation of capacity at community level, with a lack of understanding both of the levels of illiteracy that exist in Afghanistan and of the serious problems of commander capture of local organisations. While the notion of giving responsibility to the government through its provincial offices is clearly important, and an appropriate way to move, there seems to have been a lack of realism about the speed at which such a move could be achieved in a country where the bureaucracy of state had not, for the most part, functioned for more than a decade. While a few ministries, such as MoPH had managed to retain some capacity, MRRD and MoPW had to all intents and purposes ceased to function even at a central, let alone provincial, level. 

To some extent these problems are the inevitable consequence of agencies that do not know a country trying to scale up rapidly. The World Bank for many years had only had a small ‘Watching Brief’ mission, working out of Islamabad. While this allowed the Bank to keep up to some extent with aspects of the economic situation, it did not acquaint its staff with the realities of trying to programme in Afghanistan. Moreover, many of the staff involved in the programme design had not been part of that mission and did not know the country at all. Judging by the initial project design, they seemed to have been working from an assumption that models from other parts of the world could be transposed, with little need to revise them in the light of local realities. 

It ought to have been possible to marry the experience CARE had of working in Afghanistan with the resources of the World Bank to create a positive partnership but this clearly proved difficult in the initial stages, although the problems seemed to have been resolved later. The AACA meanwhile was struggling to gain some control over funding decisions in Afghanistan and there was a definite feeling that the pattern whereby NGOs and donors did what they wanted in the country had to be broken.  This was not unreasonable, NGOs had been long been operating in Afghanistan in an environment where there was no government control and the shift to a different way of working was not easy; they were also massively well resourced compared to government, which inevitably engendered resentments. But understandable as these reasons were, they had the consequence of creating an anti NGO feeling, which was not conducive to building partnerships.

2.2 Design of the final programme

After months of difficult negotiations, LIWP was finally designed as a ‘top up’ programme, with the primary objectives agreed to be:

· To improve employment in rural areas as a safety net to as many people and in as short a time as may be feasible.

· To rehabilitate in a sustainable way Afghanistan’s basic rural infrastructure.

· To prevent a humanitarian catastrophe by ensuring winter access to remote villages.

These objectives, especially the first two, are difficult to evaluate against as they are in no measure specific. They are clear about neither quantity – how much improvement in employment or rehabilitation of infrastructure, nor quality – what is actually meant as a safety net? As such they are more akin to general aims than objectives. The proposal did not appear to be backed up by any kind of logframe.

The reason for designing the final programme as an ‘add-on’ to NGOs existing programmes, was that it was felt by CARE to be the only way in which it would be possible to get a programme up and running quickly. Given that many NGOs were already stretched with emergency programming (usually related to food distributions or ffw), this assessment was probably realistic; even with the ‘add-on’ concept, many of the larger and more experienced international NGOs did not get involved in LIWP because they felt already over-stretched or felt concern about implementing a programme where they would have so little control over processes such as payments. Despite coming up with criteria for choosing partners, in the end CARE had little choice. That is not a negative reflection on the partners of LIWP, some very good NGOs were part of the scheme, simply to say that there was not a queue and CARE was not always able to meet its initial criteria for selection, particularly in relation to contracting with ‘large’ NGOs. This had implications for the ability of organisations to absorb financial delays.

The programme was to run in 13 provinces designated by MRRD (Faryab, Ghazni, Ghor, Logar, Bamiyan, Nimroz, Nuristan, Uruzgan, Zabul, Paktika, Helmand, Badghis and Balkh), although Helmand was later dropped bringing the total down to 12. The reason for the choice of province does not appear to be documented, although it was stated that one component was to get a good geographical spread – for the (valid) political reason of being seen to be even-handed across the country. Within provinces the criteria for selection of project sites are listed as: areas of intense IDPs and returnee activity; areas severely affected by the war and with little programming activity; drought affected areas, especially where out-migration might be visible; ability to scale up existing programmes or convert existing food for work; areas where little if any employment opportunity exists; areas where a significant number of Kochi nomads, whose lifestyles have been disrupted by war and drought, may benefit from the programme, such as in Logar and Nangahar provinces; the presence of adequate stability and security to begin to carry out implementation activities
.

2.3 Assumptions

The Need for Work 

A key assumption was that demand for work would be ‘considerable’ and the wage rate was deliberately set relatively low in order that it would act as a self-targeting mechanism. This assumption would have held reasonably well had the programme run according to the original timetable. However the delays meant that the programme ran into a more complex labour situation with agricultural recovery, a boom in poppy and considerable construction activity in some parts of the country. The result was that: 

· In most parts of the country projects had difficulty recruiting enough skilled labour, usually stone masons and carpenters. This was true from the beginning of the programme and has always been a feature of labour intensive programmes in Afghanistan, although it has been exacerbated by increased demand for skilled labour as, post Bonn, both private and assistance-led construction programmes got underway. The only places it was not a problem was where there had been earlier NGO training of masons.

· Almost all projects suffered difficulties in recruiting unskilled labour during peak agricultural times. In the LIWP as it was initially planned work should have been finished before then, and by the time the extent of the delays became apparent the IPs were too concerned about finishing their already late projects to consider whether postponing work for the duration of the harvest period was a practical option. CARE equally seemed caught up in the momentum of the project and the need to show results.

· Some projects also suffered difficulties recruiting unskilled labour at other times of the year; this was a particular problem in those areas where people had access to labouring opportunities in neighbouring countries. 

There appeared to be two key factors in the difficulty in recruiting unskilled labour:

· That the wages were low compared to other opportunities;

· That the period of work being offered was short. 

System capacity

Even with the new programme design there was still an assumption that it was possible to get government institutions up and running sufficiently to manage key elements of a quick impact programme – specifically, changes to project design and authorization of payments. But work on setting up this programme started before even the ATA came into being and implementation began soon after, and at this time the systems were not there, nor could they be easily created, to manage a complex programme working with multiple stakeholders - the IPs, the oversight consultant, MRRD and the World Bank. 

The problem was most keenly felt in the issue of financial payments. Da Afghanistan Bank was scarcely functioning at the beginning of the programme, and the capacity of the MoF and MRRD was limited. This meant that payments took forever to authorize, let alone pay. One IP noted that by the date-stamps it had taken a month and 9 days for their papers to pass from one MRRD office to another. For many IPs these delays in payments meant that they had to suspend working for a time. The problem was exacerbated by an oversight consultant that did not always know the system and by over-stretched IPs that didn’t always prepare their figures properly. The consequence of this (and other delays) was that payments to some labourers did not arrive until long after the projects had been completed.  

The lack of capacity in MRRD was also a problem in relation to project changes, agreement on which could take a very long time. This was made worse by the fact that the haste in which proposals were made by IPs and submitted to CARE meant that changes were almost always necessary. 

But the problem was not only with the government ministries and the bank. Not all of the delays can be explained by this, nor even by the problem of finding labour in the harvest season. Some of the problem was undoubtedly due to the fact that IPs themselves were over stretched, taking on more work than they had ever had before while at the same time losing their trained staff to better paying organisations. Because there was relatively little coordination between donors, or between donors and oversight organisations like CARE, it was rarely spotted that some organisations were badly over-committed until problems were experienced.  

2.4 Compatibility of objectives

One of the main problems was that the programme had multiple objectives, which were at the best in tension and at times in opposition to each other. In addition to the stated objectives of improving employment in rural areas as a safety net to as many people and in as short a time as may be feasible, rehabilitating in a sustainable way Afghanistan’s basic rural infrastructure, and preventing a humanitarian catastrophe by ensuring winter access to remote villages, one finds within the text of the proposal and within the mode of operation set up objectives of reaching the most vulnerable people, empowering the government and building the capacity of MRRD.  These simply could not be all accomplished in one programme at this time in the country’s history. 

Speed and ownership

Perhaps the most fundamental incompatibility was between delivering a quick programme and designing a programme that would be seen as belonging to the government. Had a quick programme been the priority a much simpler system, especially for payments but also for changes to sub project design, should have been set up. This would have required delegation of authority to the OC, in order that there could have been maximum flexibility and speed. The capacity of MRRD could have been built up by seconding some staff to the OC, but MRRD should have been kept out of the decision making line until a second phase of the programme, by which time it would have had time to build some institutional capacity and to acquire some resources. 

On the other hand, had government ownership been prioritized then it should have been recognized from the beginning that an 8 month time frame (with a sub project length of 4-6 months) was not possible. Had that been so, and the programme planned from the beginning to run over a longer period, it would have been possible to design a better programme and one which, because it required fewer post-agreement amendments, was simpler to run. Proper surveys could have been undertaken, there could have been a clear process of prioritization, clashes with harvests could have been avoided, partners could have been clearer about financial arrangements. As it was a number of programming decisions were made in the interests of speed, only for programme implementation to be held up later; and as such the programme often got the worst of all worlds.

Sustainable infrastructure or social protection

One of the key things to emerge from discussions with both CARE engineers and IPs was that these two objectives were in tension. Creating employment for as many people as possible leads to a different project design than building sustainable infrastructure. Building good infrastructure requires more skilled labour, a greater materials component and often some machinery. It also requires good engineering skills, which were often in short supply. 

Maximum job creation and reaching the most vulnerable

It was also clear that reaching the most vulnerable often needed a different strategy to maximizing jobs. Building roads, for example, created many jobs but it often failed to reach the most vulnerable, who were in remote villages too far from the roads to be able to labour on them. 

2.5 Gender

Although MRRD stated that women were an important beneficiary group
, there was little built in to the project design to ensure that this would happen.  The initial World Bank-produced TORs for the project outlined the need for the umbrella consultant to have engineers, a computer expert, translator and secretarial and other support, but made no mention of any gender expertise.
   The contract for the production of the manuals nowhere mentioned gender issues as part of what they needed to cover, although at that stage it was meant to be an essential document and was to cover everything from environmental safeguards to details of how to calculate costs.
 The monitoring information requested from IPs did not ask for gender-disaggregated information. 

3. Programme Implementation

3.1 Rationale for projects

The projects selected under LIWP were ones that both produced jobs and were considered of themselves of benefit to the community. Although usually they were selected by the IP and in very few instances was there a formal involvement of the local authorities they were almost all projects that the communities, and sometimes uluswals, had been requesting for years. The speed with which the whole programme was set up, and its very nature as a top-up programme, meant that there were little in the way of formal criteria for selection, or even a specific selection process, rather it was a question of what do we already have on our books that needs doing.

3.2 Quality and appropriateness of structures

Many of the schemes were roads. All were either earth or gravel roads, methods of road construction that by their nature require good design and a level of maintenance if they are not to quickly deteriorate. Although in all of the projects visited journey times had been cut considerably – and as a result transport costs had fallen – it is also true to say that all of the roads were already beginning to deteriorate because of this lack of maintenance. In the case of the road visited in Nimroz, lack of proper compacting was exacerbating the problem. Rather than the gravel soil mix necessary for compaction, the road had been laid with pure gravel. The IP’s engineers say this was because the RRD ‘engineers’ (who were not qualified) would not let them use a mix as they felt it was less good than pure gravel and that they were being cheated of the proper materials. 

Although in a number of cases better design would have helped the road last longer, IP engineers did not always have the level of skill to design high quality gravel roads. As engineering skills are in short supply and many IPs have lost their best engineers to higher-paying organisations, the problem is a general one rather than failure of particular IPs and cannot easily be remedied.

In some cases communities said they had plans to organize maintenance teams themselves, but nowhere was this actually seen in operation, even though all roads had gone through at least one winter. None of the RRD offices spoken to had considered organizing labour in this way, for them if there was no budget to pay people to do it, then it did not get done. Community participation in anything beyond the choice of scheme seemed contrary to their way of working – which is not surprising given the history of state provision.   

Protection walls were also not always the best design. Again this was due to lack of engineering expertise in field and difficulty of CARE engineers supporting from a distance - good design requires that someone has seen the site, at least in situations where those on the ground do not have the experience to always know what information is important. Many of the problems could probably have been avoided had CARE engineers been in all provinces, as was originally envisaged (the practical and financial reasons for not doing so are explored in section 4). 

3.3 Community involvement and views

Given that the field visits were relatively short and many of the project sites were far from district centers, the range of community views gathered was often limited to the shura. This needs to be remembered when reading this section, different members of the community – the young, women, those with little status - might well have expressed a different opinion. 

There was no place visited in the course of the evaluation where communities did not value the project, although there were instances of road projects that were not seen as meeting the community’s greatest priority – which was usually for a school or for irrigation projects. Often the project was one that communities had been requesting for years, so even if they were not part of a decision for this particular programme they felt involved in a process of priority making.  

In all the communities visited, they had also been involved in selection of those who were to labour on the scheme.  In general, however, it seemed that communities valued the projects as development projects rather than as labour creation projects. In a number of instances when projects ran into labour shortages communities resolved the issue of finding people to work because it seemed they wanted the asset created, even if community members did not need the labour at that particular time.    
3.4 Local authority involvement and capacity building of MRRD at the provincial level

Provincial governors generally valued the fact that this was a programme run through government structures, as opposed to a direct relationship between donor and IP that by-passed government. Provincial offices of MRRD also valued the opportunity this programme gave for re-establishing their offices as working entities. There was, however, a very variable level of capacity within MRRD at a provincial level. In some provinces there were no qualified engineers, only technicians. In others there were well-qualified and capable teams. While CARE, IPs and RRD offices all felt there had been some overall improvement in capacity as a result of the programme in some places it was limited, despite the effort put in. Often the gap was too great, many RRD engineers are not engineers at all but technicians and you cannot close this gap through capacity building initiatives over the lifespan of a short programme. In some cases RRD staff that had been trained were moved on before the work was complete, and so the input was lost to the programme – though it may, of course, have been of benefit elsewhere in the system.  

3.5 Coordination with UNOPS and MoPW

There appeared to be little coordination either between MRRD and MoPW, or between UNOPS and CARE. This resulted in some problems over which organisation undertook work on secondary roads. In one case, in Helmand, this resulted in wasted work as UNOPS came in and did the work on a secondary road that CARE’s implementing partners had already surveyed. While strictly speaking secondary roads belong to MoPW and tertiary ones to MRRD, most of the roads undertaken under the CARE/MRRD LIWP were secondary ones. Although not strictly according to the book, there was a logic to MRRD’s involvement in secondary roads, for there would have been little point in their doing work on tertiary ones while secondary ones remained undone. Nor was MoPW/UNOPS in a position to do all secondary roads as they were not at this stage operational in all provinces.  

3.6 Targeting of vulnerable people

Because LIWP was planned as an extension of IPs’ existing programmes they were mostly working with communities they already knew. Beneficiary selection was therefore generally done either by the community or by the IP in conjunction with the community. In addition the relatively low wage rate of US$2 day was intended to serve as a self-targeting mechanism. The extent to which this worked was limited: in the winter, when there is little work in rural communities, there was a tendency for everyone to be happy to labour for this rate; in the harvest season when work was plentiful no one was very interested. At this time many IPs had difficulty getting people to work at this wage rate, and in a number of cases the projects were only completed because the community wanted the project and deemed it important enough to get people to labour on it even if the wage rate was not good. It is unclear who laboured in this case, but one suspects it could have been those in the community who had least choice. In some areas IPs imported labourers from outside the area. In Sharistan, for example, an area of considerable poppy growing, the IP brought labour up from Kabul – only to find the poppy growers try to entice it away with offers of much higher wages. 

Although everyone (community member or IP) said they selected the ‘vulnerables’ for work, when one actually unpicked who had been selected it appeared that communities often did not target at all but rather divided any work occurring outside the harvest time between the number of households or families in the village. There was a clear rationale for this: any other means was seen as provoking conflict in the village.  Similarly on road construction schemes work on the road was often divided between the villages along the road, regardless of relative wealth. Again, this was because any other system was seen as conflict provoking, and living in harmony with one’s neighbours was deemed more important than targeting according to wealth. Most families thought of themselves as poor, even if they were thought of by others as relatively wealthy, and in the slack season they often had spare hands lying around that could be put to work. Not all places were the same however and sometimes where relations between villages were good the road was taken as a single project, just as in some communities they did select a much smaller group of the most vulnerable people to labour.

Concentration on roads often worked against targeting the most vulnerable communities, as these are often the more remote villages and they cannot get to the project to labour. This did not matter so much as LIWP was only one of a number of labour-based programmes and others were picking up on these villages. It could, however, become a problem as these programmes decrease, and there is a danger that concentration on roads will work to the detriment of social protection. 

All of the schemes employed healthy, able-bodied men. No evidence was found of women being used in any role, and only in a few schemes were disabled people employed, though where they were it was often in a creative way, for example as labour-gang leaders. 

Barriers to involvement

For a number of the poorest (those with no other labour opportunities), a key barrier was the distance from remote villages to the project site was a major reason for many poor people not being able to labour. One village in Chakhansur district of Zarang, for example, said the only people from the village who had laboured were those who owned a bicycle, others could not get there. For this reason, a number of people left LIWP for labouring opportunities on other, nearer, programmes.

In addition, during harvest time even if the poorest want to work on programmes, sometimes it is not possible as landlords demand their labour. 

For women there was often a cultural barrier. Sometimes labouring proved just too unacceptable. Many men (who often ultimately control women’s labour), said that women could not go and labour on such a programme, not only because of the physical nature of the job but also because of the nature of the working environment.

3.7  Security Issues
Security was a barrier to implementation in some areas, forcing changes in programme design and meaning that some IPs could not complete as originally planned. However, nowhere were IPs completely unable to work because of the security situation; and even in Zabul the IP was sure that further labour intensive works schemes would be possible as long as an organisation undertaking implementation was careful about how it operated and had good local contacts
.

3.8 Management of information and decision making

Reporting was a big problem due to a combination of complex and demanding reporting schedules, the remote location of much of the work, and the lack of capacity on the part of many IPs. Again, had CARE been able to field engineers in all locations this would have been largely avoided. Reports from IPs tended to be narrative and not to highlight problems. Quantitative information was often found to be inaccurate. When there was a problem with reporting, IPs sometimes tried to cover up the issue rather than report the problem and find a solution. So, for example, workers on one project who came from very remote villages (often 2 or 3 days walk from the project site) sent representatives to collect the wages. This meant that instead of individual thumb prints there was a repeat of the same print many times over. When challenged by CARE the IP initially tried to pretend this was not so, rather than giving the perfectly reasonable explanation.  

Management of information within MRRD remained a serious problem throughout, and according to some of the ministry’s own staff the systems are still not in place to manage information well.

3.9 Cash into vulnerable areas

Despite labour shortages at specific times of the year, there is little doubt that overall the jobs created were appreciated. However, many schemes provided labour for only 15-20 days, and this not really enough to make a difference to patterns of labour; especially as the money came in so late. They also did little to help families pull themselves out of poverty and re-establish sustainable livelihoods. In some areas people managed to get round this problem by combining work on several schemes, in Bamiyan for example workers on the CAWC programme did their allotted days and then went to work on the Solidarites’ programme, and vice versa. Combining work in this way enabled some families to begin replacing the livestock they had lost in the drought; but while the strategy was efficient from an individual family point of view, from a programming point of view it would have been more efficient for each programme to create longer work periods for fewer people. It also created problems when different projects were working to different daily wages. Solidarites, for example, tracked the market rate. 

Interestingly most people, be they governors or community members, said it would be better to create fewer jobs for longer periods of time – even though in practice communities chose to divide the work up to maximize the number of workers. It appeared that the task of a community selecting some over others would be too divisive, even if they thought it in other respects more beneficial.  

There was also the indirect creation of cash into vulnerable areas. For example, according to Madera reports, villagers in remote Nuristan were able to get much better prices for their products once the access to a local market was opened up.  

3.10 Impact on women

This was far from clear as the way in which records were kept gave no gender breakdown. In the projects visited there had been no women working, despite the programme’s stated aims to include them, and women’s benefit was therefore indirect, as members of families. As they travel less than men it is probably fair to say they also gained less benefit from the shorter journey times, except in some cases in benefit from better access to health services (in some areas improved access to a district centre still did not help, as even here there was no good health facility). They probably did benefit from more food in the markets, from higher prices for family agricultural products, and from less of family income going on transport; but this is conjecture as without a female translator I was unable to get direct access to women. 

IPs appear to have given little attention as to how to include women. CARE engineers did feel that there could be ways in which women could benefit more directly from labouring opportunities, even in infrastructural programmes such as LIWP, but do not appear to have engaged in that debate with IPs at the time of project implementation. As with many of the large emergency and rehabilitation programmes that took place post Bonn, gender took a back seat to implementation. Often men I spoke with in the communities, and in government, simply thought it inappropriate that women should labour on such schemes, and It will requires a much more sustained effort over a long period of time to begin to change this.

One area where females did clearly benefit, however, was from the schools that were built. All of these were in situations where previously classes had been operating under trees, or in mosques or tents. Female attendance was about 80% that of male, and in all projects visited a double shift was being run – one for girls and one for boys. Building a school, however, is only a small part of the education equation and it was unclear how far other support to education kept up. The new buildings also met only a fraction of the need. For example, in one village of 7000 families the school catered for 750 pupils, 350 girls and 400 boys in 2 shifts. This would not even represent 5% of potential school population. In another of 2000 families it was 300 girls and 400 boys in 2 shifts.  

The lack of expertise in mainstreaming gender issues is in some ways understandable. The years of war - and more recently Taliban rule - have meant that few NGOs have women involved in a programming capacity in areas such as engineering (and engineers were key in designing the sub projects), and it will take a commitment over a number of years to change this situation.  What is concerning, however, is that donors also seem to be letting this slip off the agenda – in marked contrast to earlier stances – and a much greater effort is needed to ensure that women’s needs are catered for in programming, including ensuring that gender disaggregated information is collected in order to better evaluate the impact on women.

4. Oversight role of Care

4.1 Role of CARE

There is little doubt that this scheme could not have been implemented without an oversight consultant. Even at the time of the evaluation government capacity was not anywhere near adequate to manage this kind of programme, and it was certainly not there when this programme was started. However, there were real problems around the lack of clarity of the role of the oversight consultant, and this led to a situation where CARE felt it often had responsibility without authority.

On the positive side, IPs generally appreciated the role of CARE, both for technical support and for the problem-solving role CARE took with respect to MRRD and to the problems of payments. MRRD offices at a provincial level also appreciated CARE and the efforts its staff made to genuinely work with local authority staff and treat them as partners. CARE staff clearly had the willingness to try and solve problems faced by the IPs but at times did not have the means, as most of the problems, for example of late payments, lay beyond them. However, having CARE to help chase up things at a central level did help, as not all partners were well resourced in Kabul, and a number of IPs said they would not have done the programme on their own. The coordination between the various stakeholders (CARE, World Bank, IPs and MRRD), many of whom were working – and attempting to coordinate – at the provincial level as well as  in Kabul, was however a challenge and sometimes partners experienced a lack of coordination between CARE and MRRD. Much of this was around very practical things such as monitoring visits, and was at least in part a function of the lack of capacity within MRRD. 

The authority of CARE in its role as oversight consultant was, however, unclear. If it was unhappy with the quality of work was its responsibility to simply inform the IP and MRRD, to recommend that work stop or payment be withheld, or to actually halt work until the problem was remedied? The CARE RAP programme manger, under whose responsibility LIWP fell, believed that CARE had fulfilled its responsibility in pointing out technical problems to IPs during its joint monitoring visits with MRRD. If IPs did not implement the recommendations there was little, in his view, that CARE could do about it.  This might have been true, but given the limited capacity in MRRD at that time it left a serious gap in terms of quality control.    

In the early stage of the programme CARE staff say quality was a key concern for them, and that they spent a long time chasing the IPs for technical documents. (The agreement was that the initial project proposals would be backed up within a month by detailed technical specifications, but these sometimes took 4 or 5 months to come and in the meantime, because of time pressure on this programme, work started without them.) CARE also tried to take up what staff believed were quality issues on some of the projects
, but report being met with differing objectives and views within various parts of MRRD. They felt that while some parts of the ministry were concerned with quality, the message they were getting from others was to get the projects completed as soon as possible. CARE was also sometimes cut out of the loop by IPs that had good links directly into MRRD, and who used these to get changes agreed without going through CARE. 

Quality was also affected by the fact that while the original agreement was that CARE would have offices in all of the provinces where LIWP was operating – lodging with MRRD in provinces where they themselves did not have existing office - this in the end did not happen. There were several reasons for this. First, CARE had selected its best engineers as the Provincial Consultants and was concerned about retaining them in remote areas without much support at a  time when engineers were starting to be in high demand. This concern became even more of an issue as it became clear that the project would not be implemented in the six months as anticipated but would entail a longer term presence in the field. Second, it was felt that the there poor communications infrastructure in the provinces that would hamper communications between staff in the provinces and CARE and MRRD in Kabul. Finally, in several of the remote provinces in which CARE had no office (notably Badghis and Nuristan) MRRD were also not functional. However, the principle reason for pulling the CARE engineers back to Kabul were the concerns over the cost of keeping some of the most skilled engineers in remote areas without administrative and logistical infrastructure. Had CARE been able to keep their engineers full-time in the field some of the infrastructure would have been better designed. 

4.2 Monitoring

CARE undertook monitoring jointly with MRRD. This in itself was a problem, as MRRD lacked capacity and it sometimes took them several weeks to organize someone to go on the monitoring visits, which were delayed as a result. The role of CARE in relation to monitoring was also not clear: was it simply to provide technical feedback to the IPs and MRRD, or did they have a responsibility to ensure that their recommendations were taken on board? Should CARE as the OC have insisted that IPs follow basic good practice, such as developing indicators to track whether the projects were benefiting women and providing gender-disaggregated monitoring information.

The monitoring reports that went back to IPs in general gave a lot of information, though sometimes they lacked specific details (for example, ‘poor road surface’ rather than specific details of why it was poor and how to remedy it).  More problematic were the summary monitoring reports going up the line to MRRD and the World Bank, whose purpose seemed less clear. While reports prior to August 2003 did raise problems, those afterwards seemed written more to reassure those above that the project was going well, rather than to flag problems. Reports also could have been sharper; each consecutive one repeats a basic description of the project, which after the first report is redundant information. The reports would be more useful if they concentrated on simply reporting progress against plans and highlighting issues of concern. 

CARE also faced difficulties getting monthly reports from the12 IPs working in various parts of the country and spent an enormous amount of time chasing these up. IPs from their perspective report problems with complicated and changing reporting formats.  

The pressures faced both both CARE and IPs of simultaneous scale-up of programmes, staff losses and delays in money coming through undoubtedly contributed to the reporting problems. Although some of these have improved, there continues to be a tension between high volume programming and detailed reporting, and at some point donors and government have to decide what compromise they wish to make between quality and quantity of programming. 

5. Operating environment 

5.1 Administration – payments

This was undoubtedly one of the worst aspects of the programme. Payments were terribly delayed. It took some 5 or 6 months for the first payments to be made, with the result that a number of IPs started work only to have to stop again because they had no money. The people who often suffered most in this were the very people to programme was meant to help, the poor labourers, who in some cases had still not been paid three months after projects were completed. While there were other contributing factors to the delays, the lack of good financial and administrative systems was a key issue. Systems had not operated properly for years and people frequently were confused about rules. Lines of authority were unclear and many people were unable to take decisions. 

The problem was a product of trying to do two things that were, in the short term at least, incompatible – to run an efficient programme and to transfer ownership to the government authorities. UNOPS had an easier time because their status as a UN agency meant they could operate a simpler system, with money being transferred directly to them in a way it could not be to CARE. 

The one good thing to have come out of this is that lessons seem to have been learnt and the World Bank have set up a different system for NSP (NEEP being operated under UNOPS does not have the problem). However, the lesson for the future is to properly analyse the local operating environment before setting up a scheme. The early documentation confirms a scheme set up on a standard World Bank policy of control by the authorities. While in general terms this is obviously right and proper, it doesn’t work if the capacity isn’t there. This lesson was only learnt slowly, yet if consultants had listened to people on the ground the initial mistake would never have been made.  

The other administrative problem was obtaining permission to make changes to projects. These are almost always necessary, but were particularly so in this programme because the haste with which it was set up meant that there were no surveys for many projects. Most people interviewed, IPs, OC and local offices of MRRD, reported that it easy to get agreement to changes between parties on the ground, the problem was that of getting a formal decision, even when the change had no budget implications. While accountability is important, systems have to be set up to deal with proposed changes more efficiently.

According to some informants, there was an unbelievable level of bureaucracy within government, which was staunchly guarded by those who used their positions to build up a power base. Problems were then responded to by putting in another layer, which then became a power base for yet someone else. 

5.2 Labour market 

The post-Bonn period has brought about significant changes to the labour market in Afghanistan.  Both assistance money and private capital have led to the creation of many unskilled jobs, notably in construction – though these have been in towns and have not helped the majority of the poor in remote villages as they have no means of getting to the towns on a daily basis, and cannot afford to stay there longer term.  

In addition, the end of the drought has led to a recovery of agriculture. The ready availability of improved wheat seed through agency programmes has further increased planting in some areas. On top of this, the massive increase in the cultivation of opium poppy coupled with the fact that it is a labour intensive crop has led to extremely high rural wage rates – as much as US$12/day plus meals in some areas during the height of the poppy season. Although wage rates peak at harvest time, poppy also generates a demand for labour for planting and weeding. In areas of intensive cultivation, such as Badakhshan, the demand is such that it pulls in labour from neighbouring provinces – reversing past patterns of Badakhshan being a net exporter of labour. A reversal of past labour trends is also being seen in the south of the country where skilled labour is coming in from Pakistan to work on construction in Qandahar. This is partly a question of lack of skilled labour in Afghanistan but it is also due to the fact that wage rates are lower in Pakistan.    

This does not mean that there is no demand for the kind of work LIWP is creating in these areas, the harvest season is short and except in areas of high poppy cultivation does not pay enough to meet people’s needs for the year. Also people have expectations of the new government, ‘they want more’ said one IP, ‘than just to live’. But it is a seasonal demand. Opportunities for finding unskilled labouring jobs are particularly few in winter, when there is neither agriculture work nor, in many parts of the country, construction. There is a labour surplus before and after the harvest, and a very large labour surplus in winter. The problem with winter, of course, is that in much of the country it is too cold to undertake construction work, and thus opportunities for creating jobs through a labour intensive works programme are also limited. 

For many people migrant labour is still an important part of how they gain income. For most people this is something they would prefer not to have to do – the exception was young men who often enjoyed the cinemas of Karachi and saw in migrant labour an opportunity to get away from the constricting environment of home. However, even for those who prefer not to labour in neighbouring countries, the short term nature of LIWP employment meant that it was not sufficient to enable them to give up migration. In general people said labouring opportunities needed to be at least of three to four month’s duration if they were to change migration patterns.
Older people and government officials generally looked on migration as a bad thing, not only because people wanted to be near families but also because they saw returned migrants as bringing bad things, most notably the problem of heroin addiction. However, it is only serious economic development that will alter this trend, not small-scale job creation. Also not everyone has access to migrant labouring opportunities, or to the new opportunities in the towns of Afghanistan. Networks are vital to getting work in the neighbouring countries or the Gulf, and in some cities of Afghanistan the construction market is said to be controlled by particular gangs, who limit access. 

Crucially, the need for long term labouring opportunities was stressed over and over again.

6. Conclusions

LIWP was generally welcomed by communities and was seen by local government officials as having political importance – in that the government was seen to be bringing some benefits to people. However, it ran into serious delays, which not only resulted in what should have been an 8 month programme becoming extended over 18 months, but also led to a situation where some of the labourers - the very people that the programme was designed to benefit - had still not been paid months after the project finished. This is clearly not acceptable. The key lesson of this evaluation is that while there were multiple causes for these delays, some of which can be remedied by better programme design – and indeed have already been taken on board by those working on the NEEP programme - one problem that cannot be designed away is the continuing lack of capacity at all levels. This has major implications for other similar programmes. While in the longer term there needs to be a coherent programme for building capacity, especially of engineers, in the short term programmes need to be designed within the boundaries imposed by these constraints; trying to go faster than capacity allows simply wastes money, damages the environment, and leaves behind disillusioned communities.   

The lack of capacity in the remote provinces raises major questions about the strategy of competitive bidding for contracts envisaged in NEEP. While this may work in major urban centers where MRRD offices are professionally staffed, it does not work in areas where there is insufficient technical capacity to properly assess the bids. Given that many small firms are essentially old NGOs now revamped as contractors, but with no additional capacity, there is also a large risk of sub standard work. There is also an evident risk of corruption in asking massively underpaid staff to oversee a bidding process. The evidence from other countries is that privatizing systems before proper regulatory frameworks are in place leads to high levels of corruption, and note needs to be taken of this experience. A cautious approach to bidding would thus be advisable. Rather than implement it as a uniform policy across all parts of the country from the beginning, what would make more sense would be to phase it in, starting in those parts of the country where there is the government capacity to properly oversee it, which are also the areas where there will be the most competition for contracts and thus the most to be gained from a competitive bidding process. The more remote areas of the country, where capacity is in short supply, can be brought on board later as capacity is built and lessons learned.  

The other key lesson from LIWP is if both rural infrastructure and social protection are equally important objectives, then separate strategies are needed to deliver to them. Although either could be maintained as a secondary objective within a strategy to deliver the other, they cannot have equal weight within a single strategy for they often pull programming in different directions. 

Finally, it is recognized that there might be other reasons for undertaking labour intensive works programmes, such as building the legitimacy of government or helping to control the spread of poppy cultivation. If these are to be taken on board they again need separate strategies to deliver to them. One cannot assume that one strategy will serve all purposes.

Appendix A: Evaluation methods

· Review of project documentation, including proposals, correspondence, contracts and reports (IPs to CARE and CARE to MRRD)

· Individual meetings involving detailed discussions with CARE staff, both technical and management, involved in LIWP

· Group discussions with CARE engineers

· Semi structured interviews with all partners that had a Kabul base

· Semi structured interviews with partners at regional offices in Qandahar, Faryab, Logar, Nimroz and Bamiyan

· Visits to projects in Faryab, Logar, Nimroz and Bamiyan

· Semi structured interviews with MRRD in Kabul and in provinces visited, and with World Bank, UNOPS, MoPW and ARDS (previously AACA)

· Semi structured interviews in the provinces visited with other informants including governors and deputy governors, uluswals, UNAMA, WFP, and other NGOs

· Semi structured interviews with shura and other community representatives

· Discussions in Kabul with donors funding other labour intensive interventions, particularly the EC and ECHO.

· Discussions with AREU and Dacaar staff on broader livelihoods context

· Feedback session at partners’ meeting prior to finalizing draft report

· Sharing of draft report with the major stakeholders, MRRD and World Bank, and incorporation of comments

Interviews and meetings generally lasted between one and two hours. The final selection of project sites to be visited was made jointly be the evaluator and CARE staff, with advice from partners on accessibility. Although the combination of security and access in winter constrained the choice of site, it was in the end possible to meet all of these criteria, except geographic coverage. As the area that was missing was the south and it was felt to be important to get this perspective this was dealt with by visiting Qandahar and meeting with ADA (the IP for Zabul) and a range of agencies working in the southern provinces, even though security conditions precluded a visit to ADA’s project sites in Zabul. An experienced engineer from CARE accompanied the evaluator on all of the site visits and provided invaluable technical input as well as other insights. The engineer also served as a translator.

A key limitation to the evaluation was that none of the IPs appeared to have employed female staff in a programming capacity on LIWP, nor was it possible to work with a female translator in any of the locations. This limited access to half the population.

By the time the evaluation was undertaken work had ceased on all projects. It was not, therefore, possible to interview labourers working on the sites. However for each project we visited at least two villages from the catchment area of the project, ensuring that at least one of these was remote from the actual project site. Between half an hour and an hour was spent at each village visited. 

The evaluator also tried, but did not always succeed, to interview district officials, as well as provincial level officials and representatives from UNAMA, WFP and any NGOs that though not involved in LIWP had themselves undertaken other labour intensive works.   

Interviews were also held with UNOPS/MoPW, the EC and ECHO, in order to see how the MRRD/CARE LIPW programme fitted in with other labour intensive works initiatives.

Appendix B: Implementing Partners

Afghan Development Association (ADA)

Afghanistan Rehabilitation and Environment Association AREA

Central Afghanistan Welfare Committee (CAWC)

Coordination of Humanitarian Relief (CHA)

COAR

Community Habitat Finance International (CHF)

Ghazni Rural Support Programme (GRSP)

MADERA

Norwegian Project Office (NPO)

Ockenden International (OI) 

PINF

Sanayee Development Foundation (SDF)

Appendix C: Projects visited

Bamiyan Province: Implementing Partner, CAWC

Saighan district, road

Faryab Province: Implementing Partner, CHA

One road, two schools

Logar Province: Implmenting Partner NPO

2 roads, Pul-e Alam and Mamadaga? 

Nimroz Province: Implementing Partner, Ockenden International

Road and associated protection walls and irrigation structures, 

In addition a visit was made to Qandahar, although it was not possible to visit the ADA project site in Zabul due to insecurity.

Appendix D: List of interviews and group meetings
Kabul

Athmer, Bas: Chief Technical Adviser (NEEP), MRRD

Austin, Sally: Assistant Country Director, CARE

Bhayani, Lubna: Contracts Manager, Ockenden International (IP)

Cauchois, Arnaud: Food Security Adviser, EC

Christensen, Asger; Senior Operations Officer, World Bank 

Coke, Alexia: Deputy Director (Research), AREU

Elers, Ben (by phone): CARE consultant on LIWP Phase 1

Gilman, Michael: AACA (now ARDS)

GRSP staff, Kabul

Hayward, John: Head of Office, ECHO

Jensen, Olaar and Alice Kerr-Wilson, Livelihoods Advisers, DACCAR 

Kendall, Michelle: Assistant Country Director, CARE

Khial Shah: Executive Director, AREA (IP)

Lancelot, Anne: Country Director, Madera (IP)

NPO staff, Kabul

Obaidi, Eng: Provincial Consultant, LIWP, CARE 

Pinney, Andrew: National Risk and Vulnerability Adviser, MRRD

Roberston, Peter: Senior Adviser, MRRD

Salimi, Naeem: Director, COAR (IP)

Samadi: Director, ADA (IP)

Swangpol, Narong: Senior Civil Engineer, UNOPS 

Wahidullah, Eng: Provincial Consultant, LIWP, CARE

Waqfi, Dr Mohammed Fareed: Acting Director, CHA (IP)

Wilson, Kerry Jane: Deputy Country Director, DACAAR

Yunus, Eng: Technical Adviser, MRRD

Meeting of IPs (feedback session)

Meeting of CARE engineers involved in LIWP

Bamiyan

Little, Molly: UNAMA, Assistant Humanitarian Coordinator, Bamiyan

Solidarites, Senior engineer 

Saighan district, uluswal
Baiyani village, shura meeting

Teacher’s meeting

Faryab

MRRD, head of Office

WFP: Head of Office

Daniel : Head of Office, UNAMA

Sakhi, Mohammad: Deputy Head of Office, UNAMA, Faryab

SC-US, Wendy: Livelihoods Research

Shrin Tagab District, uluswal
Baluch village, Shrin Tagab: shura meeting

Logar province

MRRD, Head of Office

Village meeting, Barki district

Purak.

Nimroz

Governor and deputy governor

MRRD Head of Office

Amanullah, Eng: Nimroz Project Supervisor, Ockenden International

Chakhansur district centre, shura meeting

Chakhansur district, Haji Kateb village meeting, 

village meeting 

Chakhansur uluswal
Qandahar 

Masadykov, Talatbek: Head of Office, UNAMA, Southern Region

WFP: Head of Office

MRRD: Head of Office

Sateh: UN Elections Office

CHA: Deputy Head of Office

ADA: Head of Southern Region; Head of Office, Qandahar; Head of Office, Uruzgan.  

Appendix E

Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of

CARE Afghanistan’s

LIWP (Labour Intensive Works Program)

Country/project Name 
CARE Afghanistan, LIWP  

Date TOR Prepared

December  2003

Evaluation point Persons
Mohammad Nader – CARE Afghanistan 

Peter Robertson – MRRD

Project Funding Cycle
01/09/02 – 30/06/03
(extended to 31/12/03)

Donor 



World Bank (5,000,000 US$) 
Background of Activity to be Evaluated

The Labour intensive Public Works Program is part of the Transitional Strategy (TSS) to realize Afghanistan’s reconstruction and development. The program’s primary objectives are:

1. To improve employment in rural areas as a safety net to as many people and in as a short time as may be feasible.

2. To rehabilitate in a sustainable way Afghanistan’s basic rural infrastructure.

3. To prevent a humanitarian catastrophe by ensuring winter access to remote villages.

The program was originally designed to be implemented through the Ministry for Rural Rehabilitation and Development(MRRD) and Ministry of Public Works(MOPW) for a total value of US$22 million. After an initial design phase (by CARE and AREA) there was some difference of opinion in terms of the implementation strategy of the program. It was finally decided by the World Bank and relevant ministries to split the program between MRRD and MOPW. MRRD was requested to manage US$5 million to upgrade and rehabilitate smaller scale, rural infrastructure in 13 provinces, where population densities and unemployment are high and demand for work is expected to be considerable.  It was originally planned that the funds would be spent within 4 months, as the program would be an add-on to the existing programs of NGOs with experience working in the 13 provinces. However due to a number of delays in the funding mechanism of the program, two extensions (in total extending the project up to 12 months) were made to the contract between CARE and MRRD.

The program included two principles elements: First, MRRD contracted -- through a bidding process - CARE as the oversight consultant, responsible for providing support in selection of the program areas, in selection of implementing partners, financial management, monitoring and evaluation, and overall supervision of the program. Second, implementing agencies were selected based on pre-agreed selection criteria to carry out specific rural rehabilitation projects that would create jobs for the most vulnerable members of rural communities. MRRD, with the assistance of the oversight consultant, solicited proposals from interested NGOs. Based on selection criteria pre agreed between CARE, MRRD and the AACA
, contracts were then awarded to implementing NGOs. Each NGO receiving a grant award was then asked to open an account in the Central Bank of Afghanistan in Kabul.

Program funds were then to be transferred into IPs’s account in appropriate amounts according to the contractual disbursement schedules. At one point disbursements were to be made to implementing NGOs accounts in local currency. However after negotiations between the World Bank, MRRD, CARE and the IPs, it was decided to provide the funds in US dollars.

CARE as oversight consultant was to based provincial monitoring consultants (engineers) in the 12 provinces to provide oversight to the on-going projects along with MRRD. However once the project was underway it became clear that this approach was not logistically feasible, particularly in those provinces where CARE did not already have a physical presence. This was changed to an approach whereby CARE staff would undertake monthly on- site oversight visits to IP’s projects, along with MRRD staff. The project budget was revised accordingly. The project was also to have a capacity building element whereby CARE would provide on-the-job and refresher training to MRRD technical staff in road and irrigation engineering, as well as basic aspects of project management.

The kinds of activities that were typically to be funded with these program grants included:

· Rehabilitation of Roads, 

· Irrigation and drainage culverts, 

· reconstruction of schools and clinics 

· clearing of rubble and debris from public spaces, and 

· reconstruction of public bazaars and gathering spaces. 

Outputs were to include: 

· significant number of jobs created for a specified period; 

· #s of kilometers of repaired road and drainage infrastructure; 

· #s of newly functioning or upgraded schools and clinics,

Background of the evaluation

This is the first and final evaluation of the programme (LIWP) . No previous evaluation has been carried out.   CARE is proposing an evaluation of the programme’s overall effectiveness.

Specific Evaluation issues/Key Questions

A   
Programme Design

· Review the project design, methodology and rationale. Was this an appropriate and relevant design at the time given the Afghan context?   Did the project design and methodology remain relevant throughout the implementation period?

· Review and assess relevance of assumptions made by stakeholders within the proposal(World Bank, MRRD, CARE).

· Assess the reason for delays, strategies adopted to deal with them and corresponding communications between all stakeholders to manage them.

· Review the targeting of provinces/districts by MRRD. Were the provinces selected the most appropriate?  Was the targeting of beneficiaries of the program appropriate and realistic? 

· Review the rationale for the types of micro projects that were targeted by the LIWP – were these appropriate?

· Review the methodology and use of CFW within these projects, was this an appropriate response to the current situation within the various regions that were targeted by the program?

· What were some of the barriers preventing  did other agencies from getting involved in the LIWP? What lessons does this suggest for other similar programs in the future?

B 
Programme Implementation

· Brief review of the sub-projects implemented by 4 to 5 implementing partners and comment on the quality and appropriateness of the structures.

· Visit sub-projects of 4 to 5 implementing partners and comment on local authorities and community’s participation in the selection and implementation of these sub-projects.

· How was critical project management information maintained by CARE and the IPs (on the IP selection process, final lists of sub-projects, detailed technical designs etc).  What was the mechanism in place in order to review and approve changes in the micro projects? How well this process work?

Programme outputs

· How well has the project contributed to injecting cash into the most vulnerable areas in target districts?   What was achieved?   What added value did the programme bring to the communities?
· Do communities view this program as useful and relevant? 

· Have the micro projects improved the rural infrastructure of the target districts?  

· Did the project succeed in targeting the most vulnerable members of target communities?

· What has been the impact on women in the target areas? Where they involved in the selection of micro-projects? How? Did they participate in the CFW activities?

Oversight role of CARE

· Review the role of CARE within the LIWP.  What value did CARE add to the process?

· Did CARE provide an adequate exchange of information with other stakeholders (WB, MRRD, the IPs, MOF)? Did CARE receive adequate feedback from other stakeholders?

· Did CARE undertake adequate monitoring of the IPs and micro projects? Review CARE monitoring records.   

· What problems have arisen in the implementation of the project?  How effectively has CARE addressed them?

Questions on the Relevance of LIWP in the Afghan Operating Environment 

What lessons can administrative the set-up of the LIWP (eg payment structures through WB(MOF(MRRD -(CARE( IPs) offer similar programs in the future in terms of efficiency?

How relevant was the Labour Intensive Works program as a response to the need for quick impact and injection of cash into poor communities given the context in Afghanistan at the time (June 2002)?

How relevant are large scale emergency employment generation programs of this type in Afghanistan today and in the near future, particularly in light of other labor opportunities and traditional coping strategies) among vulnerable populations? 

What other lessons can be learned form the LIWP that can be applied to future large-scale LIW programs? 
To what extent can LIWPs such as NEEP and others funded by bilateral donors, be integrated into large-scale programs such as the NSP? 

Qualifications required 

The consultant will have:

Previous knowledge of Afghanistan and/or the region.

Prior experience with working in complex crisis situations

Prior experience with participative evaluation practices

Prior experience in large scale cash for work projects Willingness and ability to travel in Afghanistan

. 

Timing of the evaluation

The proposed time frame is 40 days.

Travel schedule (security and weather permitting):

· 7 to 10 days in Kabul for review of documentation, meetings with key staff (CARE, IPs, MRRD, MOF, WB)

· 20 days total travel to up to 5 project areas 

· 8 to 10 days for report write up, review and feedback sessions

Methodology of the evaluation

The evaluator will be expected to review all key documentation for the programme (back-up documentation, proposals, emails, reports, etc), visit project areas (maximum 5 IPs ), and interview staff from MRRD, WB , CARE and IPs at all levels. The evaluator will also hold discussions with district authorities, community members, representatives of other agencies working in the provinces targeted by the LIWP, as well as selection of agencies that chose not to be involved in the program. These interviews and discussions will allow for a broad picture of how the programme has been viewed, its relevance in the current Afghan context, and the lessons that might be learned for future programs.

The assignment will entail travel to up to  five (5) provinces. Criteria for selection of the project sites to be visited include:

· mix of international and national implementing partners

· mix of sub-projects (roads, irrigation systems, schools..)

· good geographic coverage of the country

· adequate security

· access in winter to the project area

· opportunity to examine such issues as relevance of the project; opportunities to meet with a  cross section of agencies; opportunity to study the impact of security on implementation of future LIWP projects; opportunity to examine the appropriateness of such as project in the current contested political environment.

Outputs

1. The final report will include, over and above specific findings in relation to the above,

a. Recommendations on:

· How the programme could have been improved;

· What if any “system failures” existed and how to avoid repetition of any problems, including better mechanisms for programme management, monitoring and review.
· The role of similar large scale employment generation programs in Afghanistan in the coming years in light of a changing operating environment, other employment opportunities, and traditional coping mechanisms

· Lessons learned from this LIWP that can be applied to similar programs in other post conflict contexts. 

· Extent to which such programs can be better integrated with or be seen as a follow-on to other large scale government programs such as the NSP.

2. Feedback sessions will be held with MRRD and the World Bank to incorporate comments into a draft report. The first draft report will be provided to CARE by March 15th for comments.  CARE will review and provide feedback within 7 days. A final report will be submitted by the end of March 2004.  


� Report of the NGO workshop on World Bank-funded MRRD Programme (28 July 2002), Programme TORS, Selection Criteria for Area Targetting   


� Afghan Assistance Coordination Authority. Labour Intensive Public Works Programme, AACA/012/TA/LIWMRRD/RFP, Consulting Sevices.  2002. 





� Peace-building in Afghanistan, ICG, September 2003, Kabul/Brussels


� MRRD. TA/012/MRRD/Con1. IV Appendices, Appendix A.  2002. 


� Report of the NGO workshop on World Bank-funded MRRD Programme (28 July 2002), Programme TORS, Selection Criteria for Area Targetting


� FJ/TORs Implementation/26May02


� Contract for Consultant’s Services, between Afghan Assistance Coordination Authority and A Joint Venture Consisting of CARE and AREA, 04 June 2002


� By contrast some NGOs in the south said work on NSP was not possible because the programme was seen as political, and thus it would be too dangerous.  


� IPs sometimes had a different interpretation of events, but as it was impossible to visit these projects for security reasons it is not possible to pass judgment on this.


� AACA was originally contracted by the World Bank to manage the disbursement of funds for the LIWP. The AACA is still involved in the disbursal of funds to CARE for its oversight consulting services.
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